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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 2/20/2006 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

2. Applicant failed to adequately traverse the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 
Applicant's cited portions of the disclosure failed to convey to one of ordinary skill in the art the requisite 
information necessary to implement the expiring of cookies from remote servers without suffering a 
^burden of undue experimentation. Applicant cited brief sections of the original specification (not the 
substitute specification filed on 12/2/2003) in an attempt to demonstrate that one of ordinary skill in the art 
could have implemented the invention. Applicant's specification failed to illustrate to one of ordinary skill 
in the art how and where the cookies were stored, and how the cookies were "expired" by clicking on a 
hyperiink. These elements are critical to Applicant's invention. The drawings submitted by Applicant 
•Vailed to give assistance to one of ordinary skill in the art on how this would be implemented. Applicant 
failed to demonstrate how the cookie on a server would be expired by the use of a hyperiink. This alone 
at least constituted a reasonable basis for questioning the adequacy of the disclosure to enable a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to make and use the claimed invention without resorting to undue 
experimentation. The amount of required experimentation based on the facts and circumstances in the 
case of this invention is not reasonable or routine. The intenrelationship between the hyperiink and the 
expiring of the cookie, and the steps thereof, were not taught in the specification and drawings. "Once an 
examiner has advanced a reasonable basis or presented evidence to question the adequacy of a 
computer system or computer programming disclosure, the applicant must show that his or her 
^•specification would enable one of ordinary skill in the art to make and use the claimed invention without 

resorting to undue experimentation." See MPEP 2106. 

3. Applicant argued Gupta failed to teach "expiring cookies from the browser in accordance with the 
request, wherein the cookies include data provided to the browser by the server." The point of contention 
with Applicant seems to be whether the cookies provide data to the browser from the server. However, 
'the cookie being expired necessarily had data provided to the browser by the server in order for the 
cookie to be created. The transmission of data from the server to the browser for use in a cookie was 
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expressly taught in column 12, lines 42-61 . Applicant failed to make any arguments regarding the Gifford 
Reference. 

4. Applicant argued the Office's position of Official Notice in regard to the alleged deficiencies of the 
Gupta reference, but said alleged deficiencies were rebutted previously in this office action. 

5. Applicant argued Gupta failed to disclose "wherein the cookies include data provided to a browser 
from the authentication server." Said alleged deficiency in Gupta was previously rebutted in this office 
•'action. 

6. Applicant argued the alleged deficiency in Gupta in view of Wu, but said alleged deficiency in 
Gupta was previously rebutted in this office action. 

7. Applicant repeated the argument of the alleged deficiency in Gupta concerning data in a cookie 
being sent from server to browser. This alleged deficiency was previously rebutted in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
' set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

9. Claims 1-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most 
nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Applicant has not stated whether the cookies are 
stored on the local client, the remote servers, or the domain server. Applicant has not stated whether the 
URL links hosted at the servers expire the cookies from the remote servers, the domain server, or the 
local client. Applicant has not stated whether "expiring" the cookies involves deleting the cookies or 
merely changing the expiration date of the cookies. Applicant has not explained how a web page can be 
^implemented which would allow cookies to expire from different web sites, how a URL on a web page 
would expire a cookie at a local client, or how expiring the cookies would achieve the multiple logout. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would be unaware how the cookie expiration via URLs on a web page 
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functionality of the invention was implemented. Applicant's specification failed to illustrate to one of 

a* 

ordinary skill in the art how and where the cookies were stored, and how the cookies were "expired" by 
clicking on a hyperiink. These elements were crucial to Applicant's invention. Applicant's submitted 
drawings failed to cure this deficiency by illustrating the functionality of these elements or their 
interrelationship. One of ordinary skill in the art would suffer undue and unreasonable experimentation in 
^implementing the invention based upon Applicant's disclosure and specification. This amount of required 
experimentation would not be considered "routine". See MPEP 2106. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

*H0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

*^11. Claims 1, 6-7, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta et 

al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,226,752) in view of Gifford et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,549.612). 

12. In regard to claim 1 , Gupta has disclosed the use of a logout page that utilized URLs to logout a 
system by way of utilizing cookies. Gupta, column 13, lines 41-65. The expiration of cookies was not 
;expressly taught in Gupta. Gifford, in the same field of endeavor, taught a user interface with "logout" 
URL links that expired cookies by changing the expiration date and time of the cookie. Gifford, column 

1 3, lines 9-1 9. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use the teachings of Gifford to modify Gupta because the expiration of cookies in Gupta would have been 
an added security measure to protect persons from unlawfully accessing private information on a 
-Network. 

13. In regard to claim 6, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 1 . As shown in the rejection 
for claim 1 , cookies were expired in the Gupta / Gifford combination. 
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;14. Claim 7 has substantially the same limitations as claim 1 . 

1 5. Claim 1 5 has substantially the same limitations as claim 1 . 

16. Claims 2, 8, 10, 16-24, and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Official Notice. 

17. In regard to claim 2, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 1. Gupta and Gifford both 
'failed to explicitly disclose sending an image to a browser as an acknowledgement of a logout. However, 

Official Notice is taken that images sent as acknowledgements of events were well known in the art in the 
early 1990s, in such programs as DOS Shell 5.0 and Windows 3.0. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to send a visual acknowledgement to 
the user of a function perfomied by the Gupta/Gifford combination so that the user would know that the 

X 

function had been completed successfully. 

1 8. Claim 8 has substantially the same limitations as claim 2. 

19. Claim 10 has substantially the same limitations as claims 1 and 2. 

20. In regard to claim 16, Gupta in view of Gifford covers substantially the same limitations as claims 
^1-2. The receipt and display of images claimed in claim 16 has been substantially addressed in the 

rejection of claim 2. 

21 . Claim 1 7 has substantially the same limitations as claims 1 and 2. 

22. Claim 18 has substantially the same limitations as claims 1 and 2. The receipt and display of 
images claimed in claim 18 has been substantially addressed in the rejection of claim 2 

''^23. In regard to claim 1 9, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Official Notice is applied as in 
claim 18. Gupta and Gifford fail to disclose the use of a checkmark image. However checkmarks are well 
known as multipurpose graphical symbols. It would be obvious to apply any image to the Gupta / Gifford 
combination as taught in claim 1 8, including a checkmark, to allow for full adaptability of the system. 

24. The limitations of claims 20-23 are taught within the rejections of claims 1 and 2. 

25. Claim 24 has substantially the same limitations as claims 1 and 2. 

26. In regard to claim 26, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 24. As previously shown in 
the rejection of claim 1, Gupta and Gifford both disclosed the use of logout links. 
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.27. In regard to claim 27, providing a logout link from a server is inherent to the Gupta / Gifford 
combination. 

28. Claims 3-5 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta in view 
of Gifford in further view ofWu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,774,551). 

29. In regard to claim 3, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 1 . Gupta and Gifford have 
failed to disclose logging out multiple servers by use of a single logout link. However, Wu has taught the 
method of logging out multiple sers/ers by selecting a single logout link in column 4, lines 3-24. Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
Gupta/Gifford combination with the teachings of Wu to allow a single user to perform multiple logouts at 
-^he same time, thereby increasing user efficiency. 

30. In regard to claim 4, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Wu is applied as in claim 3. Wu 
further disclosed the logout was locatable on any of the multiple servers and an authentication server. In 
column 4, lines 3-24, the location of the link did not affect the Wu invention. 

.31 . In regard to claim 5, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Wu is applied as in claim 3. Wu 
"^further disclosed a visited sites cookie maintained a list of all sites logged into by the user. Wu's 
credentials in column 2, lines 19-31 corresponded to cookies, where cookies were understood to be 
personal data stored in a user computer that authenticated communication to a source. Gupta further 
disclosed that cookies in Gupta indicated the user's history and what servers the user would have wished 
.to log out of in column 13, lines 41-64. 

32. Claim 9 has substantially the same limitations as claim 3. 

33. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta in view of Gifford 
in further view of Wu in further view of Official Notice. 

34. In regard to claim 25, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Official Notice is applied as in 
^claim 24. Wu further disclosed a visited sites cookie maintained a list of all sites logged into by the user. 
Wu's credentials in column 2, lines 19-31 corresponded to cookies, where cookies were understood to be 
personal data stored in a user computer that authenticated communication to a source. Gupta further 
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disclosed that cookies in Gupta indicated the user's history and what servers the user would have wished 
to log out of in colunnn 1 3, lines 41-64. 

35. Clainns 11-14, 33-34, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Montulli (U.S. Patent No. 5,774,670). 

<56. In regard to claim 1 1 , Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 1 . Gupta and Gifford both 

failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, Montulli described the 

original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, various types of data were 

presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the cookie as taught by Montulli. 

Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
*• 

skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the Gupta / Gifford combination as 
taught in the rejection of claim 1 to allow for adaptability of the software into multiple domains. 

37. In regard to claim 12, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Montulli is applied as in claim 11. 
The use of a list of servers that the user is logged into is inherent to the Gupta / Gifford combination in 
brder to keep track of where the user is logged into in order to implement the logout procedure. 

38. In regard to claim 1 3, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Montulli is applied as in claim 1 1 . 
The use of a list of servers that the user is logged into for expiring the cookies is inherent to the Gupta / 
Gifford combination. 

39. In regard to claim 14, Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Montulli is applied as in claim 11. 
*The instantiation of "different server pages" has been taught previously in the Gupta / Gifford 
combination. 

40. In regard to claim 33, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 1 . Gupta and Gifford both 
failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, Montulli described the 
original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, various types of data were 
presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the cookie as taught by Montulli. 
Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the Gupta / Gifford combination as 
taught in the rejection of claim 1 to allow for adaptability of the software into multiple domains. 
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41 . In regard to claim 34, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 7. Gupta and Gifford both 
failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, Montulli described the 
original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, various types of data were 
presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the cookie as taught by Montulli. 
Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the Gupta / Gifford combination as 
taught in the rejection of claim 7 to allow for adaptability of the software into multiple domains. 

42. In regard to claim 36, Gupta in view of Gifford is applied as in claim 15. Gupta and Gifford both 
^failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, Montulli described the 
original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, various types of data were 
presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the cookie as taught by Montulli. 
Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the Gupta / Gifford combination as 
'^taught in the rejection of claim 15 to allow for adaptability of the software into multiple domains. 

43. Claims 29-32, 35, and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gupta in view of Gifford in further view of Montulli in further view of Official Notice. 

44. In regard to claim 28, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 24. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
-Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 24 to allow for adaptability of the software 

into multiple domains. 

45. In regard to claim 29, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 24. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
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various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
;Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 24 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

46. The limitations of claim 30 are taught previously in the rejection of claim 24. 

47. In regard to claim 31 , Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 24. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
'Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 24 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

48. The limitations of claim 32 are taught previously in the rejection of claim 24. 

49. In regard to claim 35, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 10. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 

.iMonlulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 1 0 to allow for adaptability of the software 

*^into multiple domains. 

50. In regard to claim 37, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 16. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
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cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 16 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

51. In regard to claim 38, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 17. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, Including Examples 1 and 2, 
Jvarious types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 17 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

"^52. In regard to claim 39, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 18. 
Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 18 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

53. In regard to claim 40, Gupta in view of Gifford in view of Official Notice is applied as in claim 24. 
;Gupta and Gifford both failed to explicitly disclose the type of data that is stored in a cookie. However, 
Montulli described the original intent of the cookie. Throughout Montulli, including Examples 1 and 2, 
various types of data were presented as being stored within a cookie, thus showing the flexibility of the 
cookie as taught by Montulli. Therefore, based upon this original teaching of the cookie, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store any type of data in the 
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Gupta / Gifford combination as taught in the rejection of claim 24 to allow for adaptability of the software 
into multiple domains. 

Conclusion 

54. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

55. Haller et al. US 6,026,379 

56. Bladowet al, US 6,115,040 
"57. Winetal, US 6,161.139 

58. Limetal. US 6,434,619 B1 

59. Win et al. US 6,453,353 B1 

60. Sampson et al. US 6,490,624 81 

61. Shrader US 6,851,060 81 

62. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
.of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3921. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jason Cardone can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
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Infonmation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
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